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Notes:

@ MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present

in this range.

® Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core
was not sampled continuously throughout its
length. Contaminant concentrations between
measured intervals were linearly interpolated.

° Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated

value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Notes:

@ MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present

in this range.

® Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core
was not sampled continuously throughout its
length. Contaminant concentrations between
measured intervals were linearly interpolated.

° Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated

value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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@ MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present
in this range.

® Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core
was not sampled continuously throughout its
length. Contaminant concentrations between
measured intervals were linearly interpolated.

° Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated
value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Notes:
There is no rejected measurement present for 2,3,7,8-TCDD.
@ MPA scale was combined since only 9 data
present in this range.
® Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core was
not sampled continuously throughout its length. Contaminant
concentrations between measured intervals were linearly
interpolated.
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There is no rejected measurement present for 2,3,7,8-TCDD.
@ MPA scale was combined since only 9 data
present in this range.
® Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core was
not sampled continuously throughout its length. Contaminant
concentrations between measured intervals were linearly
interpolated.
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2,3,7,8-TCDD.

# MPA scale was combined since only 9 data
present in this range.

® Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core
was not sampled continuously throughout its
length. Contaminant concentrations between
measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
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Notes:

@ MPA scale was combined since only 1 data
point is higher than 32 g/m?.

® Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core
was not sampled continuously throughout its
length. Contaminant concentrations between
measured intervals were linearly interpolated.

° Rejected measurement present in one or more
segments for one or more analytes.
Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated
value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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® Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core
was not sampled continuously throughout its
length. Contaminant concentrations between
measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
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Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated
value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Notes:

@ MPA scale was combined since only 1 data
point is higher than 32 g/m?.

® Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core
was not sampled continuously throughout its
length. Contaminant concentrations between
measured intervals were linearly interpolated.

° Rejected measurement present in one or more
segments for one or more analytes.
Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated
value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Notes:

@ MPA scale was combined since only 1 data
point is higher than 32 g/m?.

® Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core
was not sampled continuously throughout its
length. Contaminant concentrations between
measured intervals were linearly interpolated.

° Rejected measurement present in one or more

segments for one or more analytes.
Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated
value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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was not sampled continuously throughout its
length. Contaminant concentrations between
measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
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interpolated value based on adjoining segments
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